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EDITORIAL 


Is Man What He Eats? 


Dear Readers 
This month’s issue contains a book review of Alexander Schme- 
mann’‘s The Eucharist by Ellen Myers. This review is a special Easter 
offering for our readers. | have been reading the book myself and 
was blessed greatly by it. | spoke of Alexander Schmemann to one 
of my students, and he brought me a copy of another of 
Schmemann’‘s books, For the Life of the World (St Viadimir’s 
Seminary Press, Crestwood, New York 10707). The book opens with 
the following paragraph of special interest to CSSHQ readers. 
“Man is what he eats.” With this statement the German 
materialistic philosopher Feuerbach thought he had put an 
end to all “idealistic’’ speculations about human nature. In 
fact, however, he was expressing, without knowing it, the 
most religious idea of man. For long before Feuerbach the 
same definition of man was given by the Bible. In the biblical 
story of creation man is presented, first of all, as a hungry 
being, and the whole world as his food. Second only to the 
direction to propagate and have dominion over the earth, 
according to the author of the first chapter of Genesis, is 
God's instruction to men to eat of the earth: “Behold | have 
given you every herb bearing seed ... and every tree, which 
is the fruit of a tree yielding seed; to you it shall be for 
meat...."° Man must eat in order to live; he most take the world 
into his body and transform it into himself, into flesh and 
blood. He is indeed that which he eats, and the whole world 
is presented as one all-embracing banquet table for man. 
And this image of the banquet remains, throughout the whole 
Bible, the central image of life. It is the image of life at its 
creation and also the image of life at its end and fulfillment: 
“.. that you eat and drink at my table in my Kingdom.” (p. 11) 
May each of us fed on the banquet of Christ's body and blood 
become more and more as that which we eat. 


Paul Ackerman 
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LETTERS 


| wish to respond to Mr. Magnus Verbrugge’s letter to the editor 
in the Winter, 1988 issue 

If has been my personal experience that creation science 
properly applied is an excellent tool for winning people to Christ. 
The charge that creationists are wasting their time, even doing 
more harm than good is blatantly false. 

| can agree that creation science, like evolution is an argument 
in a circle and confirms one’s presuppositions rather than a 
straight empirical science. But this is the nature of philosophical 
reasoning It is really a matter of accepting the correct presuppo- 
sition. In fact, classical science was born out of the presupposition 
that God created an orderly world. Louis Pasteur and others saved 
millions of lives based on the creation notion. On the other hand, | 
know of very few advances in science based on the evolution 
presupposition 

However, the Bible claims that man has a knowledge of the truth 
and suppresses it, being without excuse. Today’s educators are 
doing everything they can to suppress this truth to the young 
people. Most students accept evolution (naturalistic or theistic) as 
being fact and begin practicing the applications of this false 
notion. Creation science awakens students’ knowledge of the 
creator. | have been a high school physics teacher for 25 years. 
About 10 years ago, a student introduced scientific creation to 
me and | presented some of the evidences to my classes when | 
felt it was appropriate. (There is a good secular reason for doing 
this-history shows that creationists make better scientists-they have 
the correct presupposition.) The impact was tremendous. Many 
students, including foreign students became creationists. Some 
former students wrote to me asking for more information, espe- 
cially those taking college biology. One student came back to tell 
me that he accepted Christ at college. (No, | did not present Christ 
in my physics class.) Then | received this in a letter from another 
former student; 

“I was not a born again Christian when | was in your (physics) 
class but | am now, glory to God! (during) my freshman year in 
college Jesus saved me and He has been helping me to follow Him 


ever since... Some of the things you said in class about “creation” 


science have paved the way for me and helped me after 
conversion.” (1982 Maine South High School graduate) 

Although only a small portion of my teaching was given to 
creation science, it got me in trouble. Some members of my local 
church identified me as an extreme rightist. The school administra- 
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tion forced me into early retirement, and some of these adminis- 
trators and teachers were Christians with the same view of creation 
science as Mr. Verbrugge’s. 

Presenting creation science does not prove creation. but it sure 
frees the thinking of those who are not totally locked into the 
evolution presupposition. Each year | have the privilege of 
presenting the creation view to an accelerated social studies 
class. The students have finished their biology classes and when 
polled they give a high preference to evolution, even those from 
Christian homes. After one 40 minute lecture, the teacher gave a 
voluntary poll and the results were; 22 in favor of creation, 9 in 
favor of evolution and 2 for both. One student commented thus: 

“| have been raised all my life as a Catholic and so have always 
had strong feelings toward creationism. Last year in my biology 
class | was confused because the arguments for evolution sounded 
so strong. After hearing Mr. Anderson’s presentation, | was renewed 
with a sense of truth in creationism.” 

Scientific creation is probably the best tool around today to 
present ultimately the claims of Christ. All lay Christians with not too 
much knowledge can challenge the evolution mandate and bring 
their friends, neighbors and co-workers to Christ. Before | had an 
understanding of scientific creation | could not claim many people 
outside of my family that became Christians because of my 
influence. This is true of many ordinary Christians. Creationism in 
the scientific age changes this. 

C. Lane Anderson 
1340 S.W, 27th Avenue 
Boynton Beach, FI. 33426 


Dear Editor: 

| must express my appreciation for the views of Magnus 
Verbrugge expressed in the Winter 1988 Letters section of CSSHQ, 
for the way he expressed them, and for your publication of his 
letter. 

As | view the situation, creationism will never get the attention 
or command the respect it deserves until the views expressed by 
Magnus Verbrugge become widely recognized. 

Robert H. Brown 
12420 Birch St. 
Yucaipa, CA 92399 


Dear Editor: 

The letter by Mr. Verbrugge (Vol XI No 2) disturbed me, as | see 
the work of creationists in all areas as an invaluable ministry to the 
entire body of Christ, and especially to those of us in academia. 
The enclosed article (ed. note: page nine of current issue) is a 


(continued on page 8) 


A Special 
Easter Book Review 


Alexander Schmemann, The Eucharist, translated from the 
Russian by Paul Kachur. Crestwood, NY: St. Viadimir’s Seminary 
Press, 1987. Soft-cover, 245 pp, $9.95 


The late Alexander Schmemann, former dean and professor of 
liturgical theology at St Vladimir's Orthodox Seminary, first came 
to this reviewer's attention in relation to the work of Aleksandr 
Solzhenitsyn. It was Schmemann who understood that Solzne- 
nitsyn’s writings are founded upon belief in biblical creation, to 
which the world witnesses even in its fallen state. In his beautiful 
book For the Life of the World (Crestwood, NY; St.Viadimir’s 
Seminary Press, 1973) Schmemann elaborates upon this marvelous 
implication of biblical creation, namely, that there is no difference 
between the “sacred” and the “secular”: 

All that exists is God’s gift to man, and it all exists to make God 

known to man, to make man’s life communion with God. . 

God blesses everything He creates, and. in biblical language, 

this means that He makes all creation the sign and means of 

His presence and wisdom, love and revelation: “O taste and 

see that the Lord is good.” 

Man’‘s unique role in God's creation is that “he alone is to bless 
God for the food and the life he receives from Him.’ Adam named 
all the animals to reveal their “essence as God's gift,” for “To name 
a thing,”” Schmemann writes, “is to manifest the meaning and 
value God gave it, to know it as coming from God and to know its 
place and function within the cosmos created by God.” For 
Schmemann, “The world was created as the ‘matter,’ the material 
of one all-embracing eucharist, and man was created as the priest 
of this cosmic sacrament.” (For the Life of fhe World, pp.14,15) The 
word “eucharist” denotes the Lord’s Supper or Communion in the 
liturgical churches of Christendom (Orthodox, Catholic, Anglican, 
Lutheran, Coptic, Armenian); it means “thanks-giving” in Greek 
(“evkharisto” is “thank you” in modern Greek today). The word 
“sacrameni” is defined in the West as “an outward visible sign of 
an inward, invisible grace” in which God is really present. For 
Schmemann, then, not only the bread and wine of the liturgical 
Eucharist (Communion, Lord’s Supper) but all God’s creation is 
sacramental. This sacramental view of all created reality is not 
Schmemann’s, or the Orthodox Church’s, only. We find it in Martin 
Luther’s rejection of the “sacred-secular”’ dichotomy in the West- 
ern Christendom of his time; in St. Francis of Assisi’s joy in and love 
for sun, earth and even “Brother Ass’’ his own body; in the great 
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Christian thinker Johann Georg Hamann in the eighteenth century; 
in the life-giving work of C. S. Lewis’s teacher and master George 
MacDonald in the nineteenth; and of course in C. S. Lewis himself 
(cf. Leanne Payne’s fine book, Real Presence [Cornerstone Books, 
1971], especially Chapter 3, “Sacrament: Avenue to the Real”). It 
is this sacramental view of all created reality, and in particular of 
the Church, Christ's body in the world today, that permeates 
Schmemann’s The Eucharist, significantly subtitled “Sacrament of 
the Kingdom.” It is Schmemann’s last and greatest work; he wrote 
it while dying of cancer (he could not even write the footnotes or 
supervise the complete translation of if into English). It is good to 
keep this background in mind, for this dying saint's joy in tribulation 
is in itself a shining witness to God’s presence in him, and through 
him “the savor of life unto life’ for us (Il Corinthians 2:14-17; Il 
Cor.4:11). 

In a way to review The Eucharist at all is to do it injustice, for it 
ministers life from above, life in Christ on almost every page, and 
a review can only give part of this “living water’ (John 4:14). In 
addition, the parts of the Orthodox liturgy, apparently not clear or 
significant even to many Orthodox Christians themselves, and 
largely strange to Christians from non-Orthodox (especially con- 
temporary evangelical or fundamental) backgrounds, would need 
to be explained for the latter in some technical and even historical 
detail and have therefore been omitted here altogether. (For 
Orthodox Christians, of course, there is all the more life in 
Schmemann’s restoration of the entire liturgy with all its original 
and permanent manifestation of “Christ in us, the hope of glory.’) 
The Eucharist contains a recurring strand of critique of the 
rationalistic “school theology’ developed in the West. For Schme- 
mann this “school” or “‘scholastic’’ theology means the failure of 
theologians (not only in the West but in Orthodoxy as well) to 
consider the liturgy as a whole in its total and complete sacramen- 
tality which is (not “illustrates*) the Triune God’s real and actual 
presence and life in the Church and the world. Instead “school 
theology” has introduced and endlessly discussed a false “symbol- 
ism” which implicitly speaks not of God’s real presence but of His 
absence. The living experience of the Church in its early begin- 
ning, its lex orandi or mode of worship of the Living and Present 
God in her midst and the Living Resurrected Christ as Head of 
herself His body, of her newness of life and her unity in Him, has 
been overlooked or become a matter of theological definition. 
The Church (and Schmemann always takes pains to make clear 
that Christians must see themselves as the Church, not as somehow 
separate individuals; he rightly, alas, considers such “individual- 
ism” the heterodoxy besetting Protestantism) already partakes of 
the new life and other, new world given to her in Christ. Always 
Schmemann cites Bible passages, especially from the New Testa- 
ment, to express this truth with final authority in the living Christ. 


Schmemann was deeply aware of the “frightening and spiritu- 
ally dangerous age” in which we live. “It is characterized,” he 
writes already in the Preface, “by a mounting rebellion against 
God and his kingdom. Not God, but man has become the measure 
of all things. Not faith, but ideology and utopian escapism are 
deiermining the spiritual state of the world.’’ He shows in the 
Outstanding chapter on “The Sacrament of Unify’ how true 
Christian faith radically differs from mere “religious feeling,” 
because faith 

is always and above all a meeting with the Other, conversion 

to the Other, the reception of him as “the way. the truth and 

the life.’ love for him and the desire for total unity with him, 
such that “it is no longer |! who live, but Christ who lives in 
me” (Ga 2:20). And because faith is always directed to the 

Other, it is man’s exodus from the limits of his “I,” a radical 

change of his interrelations above all within himself. Mean- 

while, “religious feeling,” which in our day again dominates 

in religion, is so distinct from faith because it lives and is 

nourished by itself, i.e., through the gratification that it gives 

and which, in the final analysis, is subordinated to personal 
tastes and emotional experiences, subjective and individual 

“spiritual needs.” (p.144) 

Here is the antidote to counterfeit “experiences” so rampant 
today within Christendom and so rightly condemned by true 
Christian teachers “earnestly contending for the faith once deliv- 
ered to the saints” (Jude 3). Yet here is also the description of the 
true experience of faith as meeting with and conversion to Christ 
according to John 14:6 and Galatians 2:20, in which we are 
transformed moment by moment by the Holy Spirit into the likeness 
of Christ (2 Corinthians 3:18; Romans 8:29; Col. 3:10; 2 Peter 1:4; 1 
John 3:1-3). Of course we cannot help but be aware of— 
experience—our Lord's life and work in us once He has begun it: 
“Know ye not your own selves, how that Jesus Christ is in you, 
except ye be reprobates?” (1 Cor.13:5). His life and work always 
draws us more and more closely to Him; “as the hart panteth after 
the water brooks, so pant our souls after Him, our Living God,” our 
“God our exceeding joy” (Psalm 42:1-2, Psalm 43:4). Schmemann’‘s 
book is so blessed and blessing because it shines forth this true 
experience of human life “taken up in the heavenlies’’ (Ephesians 
2:6) and radiantly transformed moment by moment and forever 
and ever in the true, real, Everliving Father, Son and Holy Spirit. 
Time after time when shown Christ Himself the true Bread and Wine 
of His people (John 6:32-35, 53-58), the Christian reader of The 
Eucharist is moved to pray: “Lord, evermore give us this bread” 
(John 6:34). That all this is not merely possible but actual reality in 
God's kingdom here and now is so glorious we can only be still and 
worship our Lord and our God. And this, in complete fulfillment so 
“God may be all in all” (| Cor. 15:28, a Scripture Schmemann 
loves), is the goal of God's entire creation. “O the depth of the 
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riches both of the wisdom and knowledge of God! how unsearch- 
able are his judgments, and his ways past finding out! For who hath 
known the mind of the Lord? or who hath been his counsellor? Or 
who hath first given to him, and it shall be recompensed unto him 
again? For of him, and through him, and to him, are all things: to 
whom be glory forever. Amen.” (Romans 11:33-36) 
Schmemann grieves because all too many professed Christians 
today only have “religious feeling,” proven by their 
startling indifference to the content of faith ... The radiant 
revelation of the triune God, of the trinitarian divine life. of 
the mystery of Christ's God-manhood, of the union in him— 
“without confusion, without change, without division. without 
separation” [Church Council of Chalcedon, 451 A.D., a 
definition severing the true faithful from the heterodox ever 
since]—of God and man. the descent of the Holy Spirit into 
the world, and in the Spirit “the beginning of another life, new 
and eternal’—everything by which the early Church literally 
lived, in which she rejoiced as the “victory that overcomes 
the world” [1 John 5:4]... —all this holds no interest for the 
contemporary “religious man.” (p.146) 
Because this is the common state of “religious people” today, 
much talk about Christian unity is actually 
the heretical temptation of our day [because] this unity is 
something other than the unity that constituted the heartbeat 
and chief joy, the very content of Christian faith and Christian 


life from the first day of the Church’s existence. .. a 
substitution has occurred, and in our day this substitution 
manifests itself all the more obviously as a betrayal. ... the 


Church as unity from above has been replaced by the 
Church as unity from below 

(“Church people”] fail to understand that, outside the unity 
from above given to us by Christ, any unity from below ... 
becomes an idol ... 

Therefore the Church .. now has no more urgent and 
pressing task than the elucidation of the experience and 
knowledge of unity from above, i.e, the very essence of the 
Church, which sets her apart from everything in “this world,” 
but which therefore manifests her as the salvation of the 
world and mankind. (pp.147-148) 

“Faith,” Schmemann emphasizes, “is the partaking of the unity 

from abave,” and 
the whole order of the Church, her whole “structure,” her 
whole “visible reality” is alive, real, lifecreating, only to the 
degree that it is referred and related to this divine unity from 
above and related not only as a “means” to an ultimate end, 
when “God will be all in all” (1 Co 15:28), but as the image, 
gift, light and power, here and now, of the kingdom of God, 
as truly the visibility of the invisible and the realization of that 
which is anticipated. (pp.151-152) 


The presence of our triune God and of His kingdom here and 
now is the overall theme of this wonderful book. lt brims over with 
the joy of a man who knows and is thankful to the Everliving Christ, 
our Saviour and indeed our Bread and Wine Who restores us and 
all creation to the Father's originally created total goodness. The 
book brims over with the “sacrament of the Word,” a wealth of 
Scripture passages. It brims over with its author's living and true 
experience of the bliss of God’s presence. Like Peter, James and 
John on the Mount of Transfiguration, Schmemann exclaims: “Lord, 
it is good that we are here” (Matthew 17:4), his book’s closing 
words. Highest recommendation. 

—Reviewed by Ellen Myers 


Letters 
(continued fom page 3) 


response to that letter, albeit indirect; it contains the positive focus 
which | believe best refutes such views. | don’t know that you'll be 
able to print it, but if not, | hope it will still have accomplished a 
major goal: to encourage you and your staff to press on in your 
ministry in the joy and strength of the Lord. 

God bless you and your work. 
Beth Impson 
718 E. Loren 
Springfield, MO 65807 
(Beth Impson is Director of The Writing Center at Southwest Missouri 
State University) 


Creation Scientists: A Non- 
Scientist’s Observations 


Beth Impson 


When | first met Jesus, while | was an undergraduate at a state 
university, | was an evolutionist. Not particularly by thought or study 
— the belief was merely the inevitable outcome of the assump- 
tions of my public school education. As | began reading the Bible. 
many of my “tolerant” liberal notions began to fall away. If, for 
example, Jesus was “a” way to heaven (as | had conceded before 
my salvation), my Bible reading made me realize that He had to 
be “the” (only) way. Since evolution had not been actively taught 
to me, but merely assumed throughout my earlier education, it 
didn’t take long for me to see the necessary correlation between 
a literal Fall (thus a literal creation) and the need for the Savior | 
had already embraced. My literary background helped me to 
reject theistic evolution: since God was perfectly capable of 
creating the world and its inhabitants in 6 literal days, wouldn't 
there be more evidence in the story itself that it was a “myth” or 
“allegory” if indeed it were? Thus over a relatively short period of 
time | turned from passive acceptance of evolution to a literal and 
well-considered belief of Genesis 1-2, based not on scientific 
evidence but on my faith in God and His Word. 

| admit that the agony of a Christian brother majoring in 
paleontology puzzled me — surely there must be a scientific 
explanation for the physical data (fossils, etc.) which didn’t 
contradict the Bible; surely he could discover it somewhere. The 
experience did intrigue me, though, and some years later — after 
seeing a film on the Paluxy River discoveries —when my husband 
was invited to attend a debate of Henry Morris and Duane Gish 
with some professors at my alma mater, | was as excited about his 
going as he was. While the memory of specific information has 
faded since 1975, one aspect of the debate has stayed strongly 
with him: while the evolutionist scientists kept bringing in God, the 
Bible and their opponents personal beliefs, Morris and Gish never 
did. They spoke solely about physical evidence and made 
assertions based only on that evidence and ordinary logic. (They 
did not ridicule or personally attack their opponents, either, in 
spite of receiving quite a bit of such abuse themselves.) 

That debate led us into an informal study of origins and creation 
science, and so we have observed the creation science move- 
ment for some 13 years now, reading books and journals, seeing 
films, attending lectures, visiting museums, etc. My purpose here is 


CSSH Quarterly 
Vol. XI, No 3 (Spring 1989) 


simply to delineate some of the goals and purposes we see in that 
movement and its effect on us. 

Obviously, creation scientists see their work as a ministry to the 
body of Christ. God has shown them in various ways why the act 
of special creation (in its 6 literal days) is so important to our faith 
as believers, and they are trying to combat the continual brain- 
washing of the world As individuals, our faith has been strength- 
ened by the work of these men. While both of us already believed 
in creation, it is encouraging to once more see the actual 
evidence that we needn’‘t put our minds on the shelf to believe 
what God has said — we merely need to have them regenerated 
so as to understand itt! (For me if brought back Josh McDowell's 
careful analysis of the evidence for the resurrection — | had never 
doubted the event but it was helpful to see how irrefutable it really 
is, even in the world’s own terms.) 

Theirs is a ministry of equipping, also. Because evolution is the 
predominant philosophy underlying all education today, many 
people —believers as well as unbelievers — have honest questions 
about creation. It has been helpful to be able to answer those 
questions or at least tell someone where the answers can be 
found. Of course, we “take it on faith” that God created the earth 
— bul it is not wrong to show that our faith is supported by the 
world’s system of evidence (which is, after all, based on God's 
orderly creation!). Thomas may have been rebuked but he wasn’t 
rejected — and he had far less excuse to doubt Jesus’ resurrection 
than anyone today might have to doubt creation as a fact. The 
work of these scientists has been invaluable to us in equipping our 
children, too, not having to refute on our own the world’s version 
of science but to use in our homeschool Christian materials that 
already have the correct view. 

Never have we heard any creation scientist suggest that the act 
of creation could be “proven,” in the scientific sense of that word. 
Always they point out that finally each of us must make a leap of 
faith, because no one was there to observe the origin of the world. 
Their goal, rather, is to point out that evolution is no more provable 
than creation, and that one can take the same evidence, apply it 
to both hypotheses, and see which one is the better supported. It 
has been claimed that no one was ever saved by seeing the 
scientific evidence for creation. Perhaps not, but we know of many 
who have been compelled to make a choice when they could no 
longer deny that the scientific evidence pointed clearly towards 
order and design — and thus, inevitably, a Designer. (Creation Ex 
Nihilo has some excellent articles by and about such scientists.) 
And of course there are evolutionists who admit the evidence is 
weak but explicitly state that they continue to believe evolution 
because they do not wish to admit there might be a God. 

As believers, then, we’ve been encouraged and built up in our 
faith by the ministry of creation scientists. As homeschooling 
parents, we've been grateful for the materials provided by these 
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scientists to use as a basis for our science curriculum. And as 
witnesses, we've benefited from the availability of answers to 
honest questions. 

| teach English at a state university now. It is not the most 
supportive environment for one who believes in special creation 
and all its implications (though |I’ve so far been blessed with a 
freedom from persecution not always found). The creation science 
movement has benefited me here, as well — because of my 
membership in CSSHS, | was challenged to take a stand for Christ 
and creation from the moment of my first interview for the position 
| now hold. And the thoughtful consideration of creation as a 
scientific hypothesis (not only a given of my faith) has given me 
invaluable insight into rhetoric and the teaching of writing 

Creation is the foundation of our faith and fundamental to our 
understanding in all areas of knowledge. Thank God for those men 
and women who have been led to help us understand its 
importance. 
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The Need for Scholarly 
Christian Philosophy 
Marcus R. Braun 


Bible-believing Christians have relied so heavily on the Spiril’s 
gift of faith that undermining false philosophies has largely been 
ignored as unnecessary, inconsequential and completely beside 
the point. While demolishing false concepts does not produce 
faith in the truth, it can help to prepare the way for ifs recognition 
and acceptance. We have been making the same mistakes in 
failing to combat these philosophies which our forefathers made 
by failing to oppose Darwin's theory as to the origin of species on 
its Own ground 

While our theologian fathers were correct in denouncing Dar- 
win’s theory as unscriptural, and while that is sufficient for orthodox 
Bible believers. it often is not enough for those who are taught to 
think skeptically, particularly our young people. Christians some- 
how overlooked the fact that we not only have God's truth in the 
Bible, but we also have God’s truth in His universe. 

By a careful study of God’s world, we have found that Darwin’s 
theory can be refuted on a purely secular basis, thus corroborating 
God's Bible just as has been the case in so many other instances 
where men have declared our Bible to be inconsistent, contradic- 
tory or false. Within just a few years creation scientists have 
succeeded in corroborating God’s Genesis account of creation 
as factual truth 

Several years ago | became acquainted with Dr. Walter Lam- 
merts, founder of the Creation Research Society, and asked what 
prompted him to form this organization. Dr. Lammerts is a 
world-renowned geneticist, a Bible-believing Lutheran layman 
and the father of two daughters He told me that when his older 
daughter was taught Darwin’s theory as fact in her high school 
biology class, he had little difficulty demonstrating to her that the 
Scriptural account of creation is factual and that the Darwin theory 
as to the origin of species is fallacious. He attempted to do the 
same with his younger daughter when she was exposed to 
Darwinism in her high school biology class, but with his second 
child he was not successful. She countered by declaring, “Nobody 
believes the creation story anymore—that’s old hat, Daddy.” His 
younger daughter's rejection of the Genesis account of creation 
caused Dr.Lammerts to decide that it was time for him to attack 
this problem in a scholarly, scientific manner. This is how the 
Creation Research Society originated. Dr.Lammerts expected his 
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invitation to membership to be accepted largely by older men like 
himself. He was pleasantly surprised when most of his applicants 
turned out to be young men, many of whom had originally 
accepted Darwin‘s theory as sound, but later rejected it as a result 
of their own research 

When one considers the enormous impact this group of about 
1,000 dedicated scientists has had by making our Bible scientifi- 
cally respectable again, and doing so by refuting the Darwinists 
on their own ground, what could be done if a similar approach 
were used to neutralize the destructive philosophies which are 
undermining orthodox Christianity today? Sound philosophy has a 
place in God's world just as has sound science, so why shouldn't it 
be possible for dedicated, Bible-believing philosophers to refute 
destructive modern philosophies on their Own ground just as 
creationists are successfully refuting Darwinism on its own ground? 

Perhaps we orthodox Christians have been too content with 
“Thus saith the Lord” or sola scriptura in our assault on the bastions 
of error. Such an approach is certainly adequate for hearers and 
believers who accept the Lord and His Bible as ultimate authority 
and truth, but how much more effective could we be, especially 
with our young people, if we used a sound, godly philosophy to 
counter the destructive philosophies which are today attacking 
the very roots of our Christian faith as well as our entire civilization! 
While the way fo salvation has been made deliberately simple by 
our Lord, so simple that a child can understand it, this does not 
mean that Christians necessarily should take pride in being 
simple-minded or ignorant. While men like Amos, Peter and John 
had humble beginnings, the Lord also used men who had the finest 
education available in their age—like Moses, Daniel, Luke and 
Paul 

Western civilization has been based on the premise that there is 
a God, even though we have violently disagreed as to who He is. 
By abandoning the concept of an absolute God, modern relativis- 
tic philosophy is now reaching out into two areas: (1) atheistic 
Marxism, which declares that the state is god; (2) secular (or 
religious) humanism, which declares “| am my own god,” leading 
to the situation ethics which can justify all greed, lust, and crime. 

Orthodox Christians have neglected to refute this false philoso- 
phy for so long that we do not seem to have a philosophical base 
from which to defend our position that there is an absolute God. 
We have overlooked the fact that in addition to the Bible itself, 
God has given us the means to defeat these attacks on their own 
ground. We have failed to exercise good stewardship by burying 
instead of using our talents to refute them. 

If scientists who are Christians were able within less than 15 years 
to refute Darwinism why cannot scholarly philosophers who are 
Bible-believing Christians refute the philosophy of modern destruc- 
tive relativism? 
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Galileo Revisited 
Otto J. Scott 


In Betrayers of the Truth by Broad & Wade, (Simon and Schuster, 
1982), doubt is cast upon the veracity of Galileo, the famous 
exponent of the Copernican theory. Citing historian |. Bernard 
Cohen, the authors say that Galileo's experiments with falling 
bodies, which he reported as having been conducted over a 
hundred times, were repeated by a contemporary with results so 
varied that he doubted Galileo’s claims altogether (page 26). 

This brings to the fore the seldom-discussed subject of Galileo’s 
character. Cast by popular history as a heroic martyr for scientific 
truth against a reactionary church, reassessment seems Overdue 
for, as usual, the truth is both more complex and more interesting 
than the legend 

Born in 1564, the same year as Shakespeare, he taught 
mathematics first in Pisa and then in Padua. He lost his first post 
through indulging a penchant for sarcastic sallies against the 
authorities: a trait of his throughout life. In Padua he was more 
cautious, and held his post for eighteen years. Mathematics was 
not then highly regarded, being considered a tool for artisans, 
engineers and trades, and not intellectual. Galileo augmented his 
modest salary, therefore, by operating a small workshop with a 
skilled artisan in his employ. They produced various instruments, 
tools and compasses. One was a ‘military compass’ designed to 
help officers solve mathematical problems. It sold well, and 
Galileo wrote a handbook explaining how it could be used. 

When a colleague, Capra, plagiarized the handbook, Galileo 
complained. Capra was hauled into court, found guilty and 
humiliated. That wasn’t enough for Galileo: he issued a broadside 
teeming with unrestrained abuse. He was not a gracious winner: 
as his sarcasms hinted, he was vindictive. 

In 1597 Galileo became convinced that Aristotle was wrong in 
many areas, but he remained a faithful teacher of Ptolemaic 
mathematics because, according to what he wrote friends, he 
feared ridicule. (This Wild Abyss, Christianson, MacMillan, 1978, 
page 272). 

Discovering anomalies in Aristotle was not rare. Through the 
centuries many men discovered the Greek has been wrong many 
times. As Kuhn describes in his justly-famed Structure of Scientific 
Revolution (University of Chicago, 1968, passim), all scientific 
paradigms at first appear to reconcile all observations. As time 
passes, an interesting number of anomalies appear, until a new 
paradigm is necessary (for those who believe in paradigms). 
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The true innovator, who introduced divergences from Ptolemy. 
was Copernicus, whose work had appeared eighty years before 
Galileo. Copernicus, moreover, did not meet with any problem 
with the church authorities, although his theory of a moving earth 
and a fixed sun, and an earth that was not the center of the 
universe, contradicted the Bible. Luther, hearing of Copernicus’ 
ideas, merely snorted, “That fool!’ What saved Copernicus was not 
only that his book was beyond the grasp of all but experts, but that 
the Introduction, which presented Copernicus’ ideas as purely 
theoretical, was actually written by Osiander, a Lutheran pastor, 
who was aware that without such a disclaimer, the presentation 
could be taken as defiance of the Bible, and a denial of its truth 

Galileo, an Italian and a Catholic. was well aware that such 
disclaimers were customary in speculative works. His later indiffer- 
ence to such a tactic cannot be taken, therefore, as an indication 
that no better avenue presented itself to him, or was not known to 
him. 

In 1609 Galileo was told that a Dutch artisan had invented a 
telescope. A description was enough: Galileo's forte was inventing 
instruments. In 1610 he published his Message from the Stars, in 
which his observations through the telescope challenged long- 
standing assumptions. That book —and his telescope — made him 
famous. Money came at last and, with it, honors. It was at that point 
that he decided to return to Florence, where his family originated. 

He could have stayed in the Republic of Venice, where he could 
have safely presented any scientific theory he created without 
fear of the church, for Venice was no friend of the Vatican. The 
Republic even made Galileo a handsome offer, which he refused 
The Grand Duke’s court awaited in Florence, and a high status in 
one’s home is sweeter than recognition anywhere else. He left his 
longtime mistress but took along their two daughters. Once in 
Florence, he found the task of raising the girls onerous. He couldn't 
ship them back to their mother, for she had married a Venetian 
and made a new life. So he clapped them into an impoverished 
convent. In effect, they were — at that time and place — immured 
forever. One of the girls never forgave him for that, and even a 
sympathetic biographer described this as an instance of Galileo's 
“irrepressible egotism” (Abyss, page 271, 272). 

Galileo then made himself famous for his debates defending the 
Copernican theory against the Ptolemaic. He had great social 
gifts, was very fluent, and an excellent writer. His major flaw in 
conversation was a tendency to ridicule his opposition, and to be 
cruelly sarcastic toward those of lesser technical knowledge. These 
are traits that are still common among technicians; their disdain 
for the nontechnical mentality is often marked by a lack of 
courtesy. In Galileo’s case, it helped create bitter enemies among 
the Dominicans, the educators of the time. 

Several of these conspired against him, and gave false deposi- 
tions to the Holy Office: the Inquisition. Galileo, in their eyes, was 
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a threat to the authority of the church. and was teaching 
anti-Biblical doctrines. He had, in effect, created a collision that 
replaced what had been a process of peaceful change. His 
motive was to attract attention, to shine before the world, to have 
his brilliance known and acknowledged. 

Brought before the Inquisition, he backpedalled. Cardinal 
Bellarmine, author of a catechism used by the church for 300 
years, who had debated with James |, Lutherans, Calvinists, 
Anglicans and dissident Catholics, did not find Galileo unanswer- 
able. At the end of the investigation, in 1616, Bellarmine warned 
Galileo that he was free to present any mathematical theory he 
chose, so long as he presented it as a theory and not as a law 
Galileo bowed low, and was thankful to be spared. 

Back in Florence, he resumed his public arguments, though his 
escape had been narrow. Paul V was ‘more interested in new jobs 
for working men than in new ideas from scholars.’ (The Crime of 
Galileo, Santillana, University of Chicago, 1955, page 118.) Mean- 
while the Inquisition files held secret some dreadful charges and 
a memorandum of his warning that seems, in certain salient 
details, to have been forged by unknown persons of malignant 
motivation 

In 1623 a new Pope, Urban VIIIl, was elected. As a cardinal, he 
had once written a poem in praise of Galileo. And in 1624, after 
several long, friendly conversations, Urban encouraged Galileo to 
publish his theories. He made only one stipulation, saying that 
Galileo could not “really maintain that God could not have wished 
or known how to move the heavens and the stars some other way... 
To speak otherwise than hypothetically would be tantamount to 
constraining the infinite power and wisdom of God within the limits 
of your personal ideas” (Crime, page 175) 

In other words, theorize as much as you like, but don’t draw 
theological conclusions. Galileo promised to remember. He then 
went back to Florence and wrote a meandering work titled 
Dioclogue on Three Systems, — in Italian, to attract the greatest 
possible popular audience. In this book, Galileo’s theories are 
presented in conversational form, a la Plato, through two charac- 
ters named after noblemen he had known before their deaths. This 
pair combined to present Galileo’s anti-Ptolemaic ideas in spar- 
kling fashion against a third character named Simplicio, whose 
position resembled that of Galileo’s conversational opponents. At 
the end of the work, Simplicio apologized for not being able fo 
follow the learned arguments he had heard, and presented the 
Pope’s viewpoint. 

The manuscript was sent to Rome with assurances the Pope 
would like if. On the strength of these assurances, the Pope’s 
secretary and the reviewers, with only modest changes, approved 
the work. It was printed in Florence, appeared with the blessing of 
Rome, and created an instant sensation. The Pope was infuriated 
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to discover that he had been first deceived, then ridiculed, then 
redeceived 

The Inquisition’s summons came swiftly, and Galileo took to his 
bed in terror — but not until after he sent a copy to Germany, for 
translation into Latin and distribution throughout Europe. Once 
before the tribunal, with his legal defense apparently ironclad, he 
made the mistake of lying. There were efforts, even then. to let him 
go free, but Urban’s rancor was deep. “He can not necessitate 
Almighty God,’’ and went into a rage when the subject was 
broached. 

At the moment, therefore, Galileo lost. He made an abject 
apology, and was sentenced to prison. The sentence was shifted 
to be served at his home, and he returned to Florence in social 
disgrace, which hurt him deeply. He won overall, however, for the 
Dialogue made him known to all the world. And he won over the 
church, because he was hailed as a martyr. He won, therefore, the 
fame and attention for which his soul craved, and for which he had 
risked so much -- and dared so much. He had chosen the stakes, 
created the crisis, and won to such an extent that his name is still 
used as a whip by the enemies of the Vatican. 

There remains only one point to interest those who may have 
been educated by myths, slogans and legends at the expense of 
difficult but honest truths. Astronomers in later years discovered as 
many anomalies in the theories of Copernicus as in his predeces- 
sors. Mathematicians also discovered, as time passed, that there 
is no difference between the mathematics of a space in which the 
earth is the center of the universe and stationary, which the sun 
and heavens revolve around, and an earth that is moving around 
a fixed sun. For that reason the mathematics of Ptolemy are still 
used by mariners, and the same mathematics of Ptolemy were 
used by the calculators of the Moon shot. 

In other words, Galileo’s proofs did not prove his argument. His 
cosmological theories were on a par with his falsified experimenis 
on falling bodies on earth, in being more verbal than observa- 
tional, more propagandistic than scientific The Pope, in other 
words, was right theologically, and the church was right scientifi- 
cally. That is understandable: they believed the Bible. 


Reprinted from Chalcedon Report No. 217. Aug. 1983. P.O. Box 158, Vallecito. CA 
95251. USA 
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The Galileo Affair: 
Cardinal Bellarmine’s 
Letter to Father Foscarini 


Ed. Note: In 1615 the Galileo affair was heating up. A certain 
monk named Foscarini had spoken out in support of Galileo. In 
response a well respected Official of the Catholic hierarchy, 
Cardinal Bellarmine, wrote the following cautionary letter to 
Fother Foscarini. Cardinal Bellarmine’s position on the relation 
between Biblical revelation and scientific evidence Is timely today 
in the context of the creation vs. evolution controversy. The letter 
and background information comes from the December 1981 
issue of The Bulletin of the Tychonian Society. (p. 7-8) 


“My Very Reverend Father, 

lt has been a pleasure to me to read the Italian letter and the 
Latin paper you sent me. | thank you for both the one and the 
other, and | may tell you that | found them replete with skill and 
learning. As you ask for my opinion, | will give if as briefly as 
possible because, at the moment | have very little time for writing. 

First, | say it seems to me that your Reverence and Signor Galileo 
act prudently when you content yourselves with speaking hypo- 
thetically and not absolutely, as | have always understood that 
Copernicus spoke. For to say that the assumption that the Earth 
moves and the Sun stands still saves all the celestial appearances 
better than do eccentrics and epicycles is to speak with excellent 
good sense and to run no risk whatever. Such a manner of 
speaking suffices for a mathematician. But to want to affirm that 
the Sun, in very truth, is af the centre of the universe and only 
rotates on its axis without travelling from east to west, and that the 
Earth is situated in the third sphere and revolves very swiftly around 
the Sun, is a very dangerous attitude and one calculated not only 
to arouse all Scholastic philosophers and theologians but also to 
injure our holy faith by contradicting the Scriptures... 

Second, | say that, as you know, the Council of Trent forbids the 
interpretation of the Scriptures in a way contrary to the common 
agreement of the holy Fathers. Now if your Reverence will read, 
not merely the Fathers, but modern commentators on Genesis, the 
Psalms, Ecclesiastes, and Joshua, you will discover that all agree 
in interpreting them literally as teaching that the Sun is in the 
heavens and revolves round the Earth with immense speed and 
that the Earth is very distant from the heavens, at the centre of the 
universe, and motionless. Consider, then, in your prudence, 
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whether the Church can support that the Scriptures should be 
interpreted in manner contrary to that of the holy Fathers and of 
all modern commentators, both Latin and Greek. 

Third, | say that, if there were a real proof that the Sun is in the 
centre of the universe, that the Earth is in the third sphere, and that 
the Sun does not go round the Earth but the Earth round the Sun, 
then we should have to proceed with great circumspection in 
explaining passages of Scripture which appear to teach the 
contrary, and we should rather have to say that we did not 
understand them than declare an opinion to be false which is 
proved to be true. But | do not think there is any such proof since 
none has been shown to me. To demonstrate that the appear- 
ances are saved by assuming the sun at the centre and the earth 
in the heavens is not the same thing as to demonstrate that in fact 
the sun is in the centre and the earth in the heavens. | believe that 
the first demonstration may exist but | have very grave doubts 
about the second; and in case of doubt one may not abandon the 
Holy Scriptures as expounded by the holy Fathers...” 
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When Were the Original 
Gospels Written? 
Ellen Myers 


During her childhood in Nazi Germany this writer's father told 
her that Nazism was in part the result of Germany's already long 
standing apostasy from Christ. Only after her Own much later 
conversion to Christ did she realize that the root of that apostasy 
was German Protestant “higher criticism’ of the Bible which 
flourished in the nineteenth century. Through this movement, 
joined to Darwinist evolutionism after 1859, the error of “*modern- 
ism,’ man’s arrogant transvaluation of the Bible in the light of his 
Own supposedly infallible “scientific’’ understanding and scholar- 
ship, infiltrated and eventually dominated theological instruction 
in Western Christendom (the Eastern Orthodox Church remained 
far less affected). Not unnaturally Protestantism fell victim to this 
trend first, but the Catholic church was next. Catholic author Rev. 
Msgr. Michael J. Wrenn sadly comments: 

Apologetics used to be a defense of Church doctrine against 

the Protestants who used historical-critical exegesis as a 

weapon against the Church. ... The new apologetics is the 

defense of Catholic historical-critical exegetes, who learn 

their methodology from Protestants, against attacks by Catho- 

lics.1 
Today even many mainline Protestant and Catholic laypeople are 
also modernist agnostics about the origin and divine, infallible 
inspiration of the Bible and thus deny its claim to be God’s 
authoritative, faultless revelation of Himself, His will and His acts. 
Only a remnant of Protestant and Catholic Christians still wholly 
accept the Bible 

However, there are more and more deep cracks in the historical- 
critical, modernist facade. Protestant author Robert J. Clinkert has 
reported that one of its chief supports, the so-called “documen- 
tary hypothesis’ which purports to show the evolution of religious 
thought in early Israel and attributes the first five D0o0ks of fhe Bible 
not to Moses but a series of other writers, is now in trouble even 
among modernist-liberal Bible scholars: 

According to Professor Blenkinsopp, of Notre Dame University, 
scholars now 

merely “pay lip service” to the documentary hypothesis, but 

no longer use it as an analytical tool. Some prominent liberal 

scholars such as Rolf Rengtorff and Brevard Childs (Yale 

Divinity School) have openly abandoned it.? 
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Jesus Christ, of course, attributed the Pentateuch to Moses and told 
His unbelieving hearers that if they believed Moses they would 
believe Him (John 5:45-47). Moses also published God the Crea- 
tor’s record of creation which the higher critics had to reject if they 
were to reconcile themselves to “modern science” in the form of 
Darwinist evolution. 

It is less well known even among Bible-believing Christians today 
that the modernist scholars not only denied and falsified the Bible’s 
own testimony regarding its Author but also its internal evidence 
about when it was written. This is true for both the Old and the New 
Testaments. The tendency is to date the writing of certain 
foundational books of the Bible later than their own internal 
evidence makes most probable. We saw this tendency with the 
Pentateuch. it applies, for example, to Daniel, whose remarkable 
prophecies could not be admitted as given in advance but were 
assigned to hypothetical later authors writing after the fact. It also 
applies to the Gospels of Christ, especially the Gospel of John. 
Halley’s Bible Handbook, beloved and widely used by Bible- 
believing Christians, states the common consensus of Bible schol- 
ars today that “The Date of [John’s] Gospel is usually assigned to 
about A.D. 90.” Halley does add that 

Some think that John originally wrote this Gospel much 

earlier, while he was still in Jerusalem, soon after the 

Resurrection, in Hebrew, and in later years issued, in Greek, 

the Ephesian edition, which was the parent of all extant 

manuscripts.3 

In general the accepted opinion among Bible scholars, passed 
down to pastors and laypeople alike, is that the Gospels were 
written after the Epistles, at the end of the first century A.D., as were 
the book of Acts and Revelation. We now hear more and more 
criticism of this opinion. It is time for Bible-believing Christians 
everywhere to become informed about this latest development in 
scholarship placing the origina! Gospels (and Acts and Revelation) 
definitely before A.D.70 and even within the very decade of our 
Lord’s death and resurrection. 

Already in 1976 none other than the late Anglican bishop John 
A. T. Robinson published a scholarly book, Redating the New 
Testament. It did not receive anything like the worldwide publicity 
accorded Robinson’s earlier, modernist Honest to God, for it took 
the New Testament at its own face value with regard to the dating 
of its books. Up to then, Robinson had “believed everything which 
he had been taught in the field of historical-critical exegesis, 
everything which the German school propounded,” but then one 
day he asked himself what scientific foundation really existed for 
the critical school’s dating of the Gospels, and found no answer.* 
(One is reminded of the awakening of British taxonomist Dr. Colin 
Patterson to the wholly non-scientific nature of evolutionism.)> 
Robinson realized that the entire New Testament is silent about the 
destruction of Jerusalem by the Romans inA.D. 70. This is especially 
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remarkable with regard to the prophecies of Jesus Christ Himself 
about the destruction of the city and Temple in the synoptic 
Gospels. Would not the Gospel of Matthew, generally so con- 
cerned with pointing out the fulfillment of Old Testament proph- 
ecy, have pointed out how our Lord’s prophecy about Jerusalem 
and the Temple had been fulfilled, if indeed it had been written 
“after the fact’? Robinson arrived at the conclusion, contrary to 
modern scholarly consensus, that the Fourth Gospel was written 
between A.D 40-60, and Revelation before A.D.70. David Chilton 
in a thorough study of the original date of Revelation cites not only 
Robinson but also other, more orthodox authorities including Alfred 
Edersheim, H. B. Swete, Moses Stuart, and Ernest L. Martin, as well 
as archeological support for an early (pre-A.D. 70) New Testa- 
ment.® 

A similar argument for the early dating of the New Testament 
comes from Claude Tresmontant, a distinguished scholar at the 
Sorbonne. In John 5:2 the pool of Bethesda, where Christ healed 
the lame man, is described as existing at the very same time John 
was writing (‘there is [Greek, estin] at Jerusalem near the Sheep 
Gate, a pool ... called Bethesda’). If the Gospel of John had been 
written, as most modern scholars assume, around A.D. 90, the pool 
would have been buried under the rubble of destroyed Jerusalem 
already for some twenty years. Tresmontant, whose arguments 
were presented in The Hebrew Christ recently published in France 
and soon to appear in English. placed the writing of the original 
Gospels, which he believed to be in Hebrew, even earlier than 
Robinson. He 

proposes reasons for believing that in its present form, in 

Greek, the Gospel of Matthew had been composed before 

the end of the 40’s. But the original Hebrew or Aramaic is of 

course before this time. .. . the Gospels as we have them are 
really translations ... of much earlier original compositions in 

Hebrew or Aramaic and therefore much closer to the 

ipsissima verba Christi [the very words of Christ].” 

Another French scholar, the noted authority on the Dead Sea 
Scrolls Father Jean Carmignac of Paris (d.1986), has also re- 
evaluated the dating of the Gospels. As an expert in biblical 
Hebrew and faithful Christian, he understood the disastrous effect 
of the modernist belief that the Gospels were not eyewitness 
accounts of the life of our Lord but “later compositions, simply 
witnesses of the growing faith of the earliest Christian communi- 
ties,” and that “if the Jesus of History is practically unattainable, it 
is the Christ of Faith who very quickly is rejected!’’8 

Father Carmignac undertook to translate the Gospel of Mark 
into Hebrew. He became convinced that the “rather inelegant and 
eargrating Greek” of this Gospel “could not have been redacted 
[originally written] directly in Greek and that it was in reality only 
the Greek translation of an original Hebrew. ... The Hebrew-Greek 
translation had transposed word for word ... “’ He pointed to a 
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number of examples of typically Hebrew play on words in the text 
of this and other Gospels. One of these is Luke 1:68-79, the priest 
Zachariah’s praise to the God of Israel after the birth of his son 
John (the Baptist). Here the very names “John,” “Zachariah,” and 
“Elizabeth” have as their root meanings “Jehovah shows mercy,” 
“Jehovah remembers,” and “the oath of God” respectively. In the 
same sequence Luke 1:68-79 refers to God's showing mercy to His 
people, in accordance with His remembrance of His people and 
of the oath He swore to Abraham, Of course these allusions and 
deep similarities exist only in Hebrew and are lost in Greek or 
English. But in Hebrew the connections between the names and 
God's acts are deliberate. We might add that with God the very 
names “Zachariah’’ and “Elizabeth” were given these aged 
parents by His eternal purpose, not by “accident” or “chance,” 
even as He expressly commanded them to name their miracie 
baby “John.” Father Carmignac found that since the fifteenth 
century some 80 retranslations into Hebrew had been made by 
other scholars, and he believed that 
by the year 2000 scriptural scholarship will start with the 
Hebrew or Aramaic rather than the Greek. “Sooner or later, 
specialists will be hit right between the eyes and see 
themselves like me staring directly at the very backdrop of 
the Gospels.”? 
Once you begin to think about it apart from the fog of modernistic 
teaching, if seems obvious that the original autographs of the 
Gospels were not written in Greek but in Hebrew, for the authors 
were Christians from Judaic circles who could express the mes- 
sage of Jesus Christ in Aramaic or Hebrew only (and not in Greek) 
prior to about A.D. 50. Wrenn refers to further substantiation of the 
early date of the Gospel of Mark from the history of the church by 
Eusebius, who in turn cites Papias.‘2 Halley’s Bible Handbook 
comments as follows on “What Papias Said about Mark’: 
Papias, A.D. 70-155, a pupil of the Apostle John ... , wrote, in 
his “Explanation of the Lord’s Discourses,” that he had made 
it his business to inquire of the Elders and followers of the 
Elders, and “The Elder said this also: Mark, having become the 
Interpreter of Peter, wrote down accurately all that he 
remembered—not, however, in order—of the Words and 
Deeds of Christ. For neither did he hear the Lord, nor was he 
a follower of his, but later on, as | said, he attached himself 
to Peter, who would adapt his instruction to the need of the 
occasion, but not teach as though he were composing a 
connected account of the Lord’s Oracles; so that Mark made 
no mistake in thus writing down some things as he remem- 
bered them. For one object was in his thoughts—to omit 
nothing that he had heard, and to make no false state- 
ments."! 
Now Peter, according to Eusebius, was martyred during the 
persecution of Nero which followed shortly after the burning of 
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Rome in 64 A.D., and Peter had himself authorized the reading of 
the book of Mark in the Christian assemblies. Thus the Gospel of 
Mark was written some time before 64 A.D. Wrenn adds that even 
if the Gospels were handed down by oral tradition until after A.D 
66 or 70 and written down only then, which is scientifically totally 
unproven and even improbable as shown, the Gospel tradition 
preceded their writing; in fact, “In 1957 at the Oxford Congress on 
the Four Gospels, the eminent Swedish specialist in the New 
Testament, H. Riesenfeld, maintained that ... the gospel tradition 
{(was] prior to the Easter event—therefore going back to Jesus 
Himself ...12 

In conclusion, we may rejoice that the historical-critical, mod- 
ernist school of Bible study which has done so much harm to 
Western Christendom is now at the end of its tether. As with the 
tenets of Darwinian evolutionism, so it is with the pillars of “higher 
criticism,” the “documentary hypothesis’’ and also the dating 
(really post-dating) of the Gospels: they are collapsing and being 
replaced by sound re-evaluation of evidences both from within 
and without Scripture itself. The original Gospels were written 
shortly after the death, Resurrection and Ascension of our Lord, 
based on His very words and deeds by authors who had witnessed 
them or passed them on faithfully. As the Apostle Peter says, “We 
did not follow cleverly invented stories when we told you about the 
power and coming of our Lord Jesus Christ, but we were eyewit- 
nesses of his majesty” (2 Peter 1:16). 


Notes 
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Creation And 
Biblical Accuracy 
Charles Cook 


The Creation and Fall are referred to frequently throughout the 
rest of Scripture as completely historical events. There is never the 
slightest suggestion that the Creation, Adam or Eve are figurative 
or mythological. The strongest example is in Romans 5:12ff, where 
Paul draws a triple parallelism from Adam to Christ to the believer. 
The existence of all three is considered equally historical. The 
parallel befween Adam and Christ is made again in 1 Corinthians 
15. Luke traces Jesus’ genealogy back to Adam. (Luke 3:38) Paul 
expects his readers to assume ‘he historicity of Eve as well. (1 
Timothy 2:13-14, 1 Corinthians 11:8-9, 2 Corinthians 11:30) Peter 
takes the creation to be as historical as the flood and the final 
judgment. (2 Peter 3:3-8) 

There can be no question that the New Testament authors 
accepted the literal historicity of Adam and Eve. There exist over 
100 quotations or direct references to Genesis 1-11 in the New 
Testament, and every one of the New Testament authors refers to 
it somewhere in his writings. Jesus Himself referred to these 
chapters at least six times. 

The Old Testament authors, too, referred frequently to the Book 
of Genesis. What is thus at stake is not just the Book of Genesis itself, 
or the Creation account, but the veracity and authority of the 
entire Scripture. If Adam and Eve were not historical persons, then 
Paul was wrong and Jesus mistaken. And if Jesus and the Bible 
writers were wrong when they treated Genesis as history, then 
there is no reason to regard them as right in any other statements 
they made. Thus, it should be no surprise that those who hold a 
weak view of Genesis almost invariably find it leading—if not in 
their own minds, then in the lives of their children and students—to 
a weakened view of the importance and authority of the entire 
Bible. 

Christians are often encouraged to believe the Bible, but with 
little regard to its trustworthiness. Actually, it is critical to the vitality 
of one’s faith in Christ and His exceedingly precious promises to 
substantiate the Bible’s trustworthiness by adequate evidence. 
“The heart cannot delight in what the mind rejects as false.” 

Nowhere is the spate of evidence more compelling toward 
verifying the credibility of the Bible than in the scientific discipline 
of archaeology. Had the learned evolution proponents been right 
in their testimony before the Scopes Trial Court in 1925, sixty years 
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of intensive world-wide archaeological investigation surely would 
have borne irrefutable proof. However, the very opposite has been 
true. The discoveries of archaeologists have not in a single 
instance shown the Bible to be in error at any point. Rather, the 
digging of archaeologists has piled evidence on top of evidence 
proving the historical accuracy of the Bible! 

The biblical critics of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries 
could find no mention of the Hittites in literature, hence the Hittites 
were thought to be folklore. The Old Testament Book of Daniel—a 
sharply pointed thorn in the side of unbelievers because of its 
many explicitly fulfilled prophecies—was a fabrication out of the 
second century B.C. Belshazzar, a major character in Daniel, could 
not be found in any of the historical records of the kings or the 
writings of historians, therefore, he could not have existed. Writing 
was unknown in the days of Egyptian Pharaohs, hence Moses could 
not possibly have written the first five Dooks of the Bible. Cities 
mentioned in the Bible were mythological places and Bible 
characters were legendary figures. And the New Testament history 
concerning the beginning of the Christian Church through the 
efforts of the Apostle Peter and the Apostle Paul, as recorded by 
Luke in the Book of Acts. was a mid-second century imaginative 
writing, according to the German historical school of the mid- 
nineteenth century. (Evidence that Demands a Verdict, p. 72) 

In view of such a concerted attack, if is little wonder that the 
ordinary preacher and layman (not to mention future secular 
teachers and professors) would come to doubt the authenticity of 
the Bible. Jesus Christ quoted the Book of Deuteronomy more than 
any other Old Testament book, twenty-two times, someone has 
said. Clearly, if Christ was so grossly in error, quoting extensively 
from a forgery, how could any of His sayings be trusted? 

James Orr helps us understand the intellectual climate of those 
dark days: “Comparatively few materials existed, outside the Bible 
itself, for testing the correctness of the statements of that book 
regarding the peoples, countries, and civilizations, with which its 
pages, in so many different ways, bring us into contact. What 
information about ancient countries was derived from outside 
sources—as, e g., from the Greek historian Herodotus—was late, 
confused, contradicted the Bible as well as confirmed it, and, of 
course, was freely used by unbelievers to discredit the authority of 
the Bible.” (p. 61 The Reason for Our Hope) Then it began to 
happen! One of the most remarkable developments in human 
history began to unfold bit by bit, like the breaking of dawn which 
grows brighter and brighter until full day. Archaeological discovery 
upon archaeology discovery aimed “big-Bertha” guns at the 
critics’ assertions, pounding blow upon blow until today there is 
scarcely a voice to be heard anywhere questioning the historical 
reliability and accuracy of Biblical events. Indeed, quite the 
opposite is true. Hear the testimony of a few of these witnesses as 
compiled by Josh McDowell in Evidence that Demands a Verdict: 
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(1) Nelson Glueck, the renowned Jewish archaeologist 
wrote, “It may be stated categorically that no archaeological 
discovery has ever controverted a biblical reference.” He 
continued his assertion of, “the most incredibly accurate 
historical memory of the Bible, and particularly so when it is 
fortified by archaeological fact.” (p. 68) 

(2) William F. Albright. known for his reputation as one of 
the great archaeologists, states: ‘There can be no doubt that 
archaeology has confirmed the substantial historicity of Old 
Testament tradition.” (p. 68) 

(3) Millar Burrows of Yale observes: “Archaeology has in 
many cases refuted the views of modern critics. It has shown 
in Q number of instances that these views rest on false 
assumptions and unreal, artificial schemes of historical devel- 
opment. This is a real contribution, and not to be minimized.” 
(Pp. 69) 

(4) Sir Frederic Kenyon says:"... the evidence of archaeol- 
ogy has been to re-establish its authority, and likewise to 
augment iis value by rendering it more intelligible through a 
fuller knowledge of its background and setting. Archaeology 
has not yet said its last word, but the results already achieved 
confirm what faith would suggest, that the Bible can do 
nothing but gain from an increase of knowledge” (p. 69) 

Dr. W. A. Criswell beautifully captures the remarkable archae- 
ological confirmation of Scriptures in his book, Why | Preach that 
the Bible is Literally True’ “A thousand silent witnesses have been 
brought to life to testify to the truth of the record we find in God's 
Book.’’ Making his point of telling moment, Dr. Criswell writes: 

Consider the examination of witnesses. If a witness is 
truthful, the more he is questioned, the more accurately will 
his testimony be seen to accord with the framework of 
circumstances into which it is fitted. If he is false, the more 
he is questioned the more will his falsehood become appar- 
ent. It is this principle, applied in the field of Archaeology, 
which has confirmed the Word of God. A thousand silent 
witnesses have been brought to life to testify to the truth of 
the record we find in God's Book. 

James Orr expressed his awe at the turn-of-events this way: 

By a singular providence of God, the state of things is very 
different now. Sixty years ago we were in the dark; now we 
are comparatively in a blaze of light. As if by magic, Egypt, 
Babylonia, Assyria, other ancient lands, have yielded up their 
buried palaces, their monuments, their long-lost libraries, a 
voice has gone up rebuking the scorner, and bearing 
testimony, as emphatic as it was unlooked for, to the 
credibility of Holy Writ. (p. 61, The Reason for Our Hope) 

An avalanche of archaeological discoveries have confirmed 
the antiquity of writing well beyond the time of Moses, Babylonian 
tablets show Belshazzar to be one of the greatest figures of that 


27 


period, tending to prove the historicity and authenticity of Daniel. 
Deuteronomy has been authenticated. Dr. Criswell observes, 
“Without exception, everything that has been discovered empha- 
sizes the antiquity and authenticity of this great volume.” (Criswell, 
p. 39) Finally, for the last word, we turn to Henry M. Morris: 

It must be extremely significant that. in view of the great 
mass of corroborative evidence regarding the Biblical history 
of these periods, there exists today not one unquestionable 
find of archaeology that proves the Bible to be in error at any 
point. (p. 72, McDowell, Evidence that Demands a Verdict) 
One of the most significant testimonies to Bible veracity con- 

cerns the third Gospel writer, Luke. Fully twenty-two percent of the 
New Testament (the Gospel of Luke and the Book of Acts), was 
written by this “beloved physician.” Luke details every important 
doctrine of the Bible in either of his two books. In Acts, for example. 
Luke records in detail: (1) the supernatural beginning of the 
Christian Church at Pentecost with the coming of the Holy Spirit; (2) 
ihe miraculous conversion of the Apostle Paul on the Damascus 
Road; (3) the transformation of the Apostle Peter into a fearless 
champion of Christ; (4) the missionary journeys of the Apostle Paul, 
including his defense of the faith before King Agrippa and his 
preaching the Gospel in Rome openly and unhindered for two 
whole years 

Luke, in his Gospel, called by one scholar “the most beautiful 
book ever written” writes of the supernatural birth of Christ and 
tells with consummate artistry and grace such parables as that of 
the Good Samaritan, the Rich Man and Lazarus, and the Prodigal 
Son. The loveliest story of all is the narrative of the Emmaus 
appearance of the risen Lord (Luke 24: 13-35). A strong note of joy 
runs through Luke’s Gospel. Prominence is given to prayer and to 
the work of the Holy Spirit. The Gospel sounds the note of universal 
relevance with its message of “a light for revelation to the 
Gentiles” and God’s salvation proffered to all mankind. Women 
are accorded a prominent place. Christ’s call to salvation em- 
braces society’s outcasts. Luke’s narrative reaches its climax at 
Calvary: Christ’s triumphal entry, cleansing of the Temple. arrest, 
trial, crucifixion, death, resurrection, appearances and ascension. 

From the foregoing, it is clear that a major test of Bible accuracy 
rests with the credibility of the writer of over one-fifth of the New 
Testament. More than three dozen miracles are recorded in its 
pages. 

During the Darwin era and spilling over into 1925, the German 
historical school taught that the Book of Acts was a product not of 
the First Century under Luke’s “pen” but rather the book was a 
mid-second century composition. Then, bit by bit, the evidence 
came forth showing the “learned” theologians and “expert” 
witnesses to be in gross error on their surmises. No better witness 
to this marvel can be called to testify than a person regarded as 
one of the greatest archaeologists to ever have lived—Sir William 
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Ramsay. Josh McDowell captures this exciting bit of high drama 
with these words: 

He [Ramsay] was trained in the German historical school 
of the mid-Nineteenth Century. As a result he was taught that 
the Book of Acts was a product of the mid-Second Century 
A.D. He was firmly convinced of this belief and set out to prove 
its teaching. However, he was compelled to a complete 
reversal of his beliefs due to the overwhelming evidence 
uncovered in his research. He spoke of this when he said, “I 
may fairly claim to have entered on this investigation without 
prejudice in favor of the conclusion which | shall now seek to 
justify to the readers. On the contrary, | began with a mind 
unfavorable to it, for the ingenuity and apparent complete- 
ness of the Tubingen theory had at one time quite convinced 
me. It did not then lie in my line of life to investigate the 
subject minutely; but more recently | found myself brought 
into contact with the Book of Acts as an authority for the 
topography, antiquities and society of Asia Minor. It was 
gradually borne upon me that in various details the narrative 
showed marvelous truth. In fact, beginning with a fixed idea 
that the work was essentially a Second Century composition, 
and never relying on its evidence as trustworthy for First 
Century condition, | gradually came to find it a useful ally in 
some obscure and difficult investigations.” (pp. 70-71) 
McDowell goes on to report: 

Ramsay also maintained nothing but the highest regard for 
Luke's abilities as a historian: “Luke is a historian of the first 
rank; not merely are his statements of fact trustworthy; he is 
possessed of the true historical sense; he fixes his mind on the 
idea and plan that rules in the (progression) of history, and 
proportions the scale of his treatment to the importance of 
each incident. He seizes the important and critical events 
and shows their true nature at greater length, while he 
touches lightly or omits entirely much that was valueless for 
his purpose. In short, this author should be placed along with 
the very greatest of historians.” (p. 71) 

F. F. Bruce’s reaction bears quoting: “When Luke has been 
suspected of inaccuracy, and accuracy has been vindicated by 
some inscriptional evidence, it may be legitimate to say that 
archaeology has confirmed the New Testament record.” (p. 69, 
Evidence that Demands a Verdict) 

Contrary to the teaching of the German historical school—which 
highly influenced the course of liberal theology in America—Luke’s 
writings were not a mid-second century imaginative composition, 
hence untrustworthy. Rather, the evidence clearly supports a mid 
first century development. Archaeology has shattered the Tubin- 
gen theory along with the Graf-Wellhausen theory and others that 
scoffed at the accuracy of Scriptures. Nelson Glueck, who was the 
world’s foremost biblical archaeologist, said, “We can already say 
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emphatically that there is no longer any solid basis for dating any 
book of the New Testament after about A. D. 80....” (p. 65, Evidence 
that Demands a Verdict) Glueck was cited by John Warwick 
Montgomery in an interview for Christianity Today, 18 January 
1963. Montgomery said, “In my opinion, every book of the New 
Testament was written by a baptized Jew between the forties and 
the eighties of the First Century, A. D. (very probably sometime 
between about A.D. 50 and 75)." (p. 65, Evidence that Demands a 
Verdict) 

No more graphic example of God’s superintending hand, 
preventing the writers of Scripture from wandering into what is 
false, can be gleaned than from that of Moses, trained and 
educated in the University of Pharaoh. In Acts 7:22 we read that 
Moses “was educated in all the wisdom of the Egyptians.” 

Archaeologists have dug up and put together all the things 
Moses read. He learned from the science of his day that the earth 
was hatched out of a great cosmic egg, an egg that had wings 
and was flying around through space. And he learned that 
mankind sprang from little white worms that were found in the 
slime and ooze and mud after the Nile’s overflow. 

Moses probably also learned that the Chaldean civilization 
taught that the earth is one gigantic monster, covered with 
feathers and scales. The feathers and the scales are the rocks and 
the trees. The Babylonian textbooks recorded that in the beginning 
there was a monster and a great god who had a fierce battle. The 
great god flattened out the monster, his body became the earth 
and wherever the great god spit man came up. 

Against such a backdrop of scientific theories with their wild and 
weird and grotesque views, Moses “penned” the most sublime and 
majestic language in the human speech: “In the beginning God 
created the heavens and earth ... And God said, Let us make man 
in our image, after our likeness ... So God created man in His own 
image, in the image of God created He him; male and female 
created He them.” What kept Moses from recording what he had 
learned in the “classroom”? 

The Egyptians believed that the sun was the reflection of the light 
on the earth, and that the earth was the center of the universe. But 
in Genesis we find that Moses reversed that order—it is the sun that 
gives light to the earth. In Job 26: 7 we read: “God stretched out 
the north over the empty space, and hangeth the earth upon 
nothing.” Yet the Egyptians taught that the world is supported by 
five great pillars, one at each corner and one in the middle, while 
the Greeks held that the world rested on the back of a giant 
named Atlas. The Hindus believed that the earth is sustained on the 
back of a gigantic elephant, etc.... We turn to Isaiah 40:22 and 
read: “It is He that sitteth upon the circle of the earth.” 

The Bible’s remarkable silence on world cosmological and 
anthropological absurdities of the Greeks, Egyptians and Chal- 
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deans is a powerful evidence of the superintending hand of 
Almighty God. 

Hayes argued before the Scopes Trial Court: 

The original manuscripts containing the inspired word of 
God, written in Hebrew, in Aramaic, and in Greek, have been 
lost for many hundreds of years, and each of the Bibles 
mentioned is a translation, not of those manuscripts, but of 
translations thereof into the Greek and Latin. The earliest 
copy of the Old Testament in Hebrew now in existence was 
made late as eleventh century... (p. 121) 

Just twenty-two years later, a simple Bedouin shepherd boy, 
idling away his time, cast some rocks down a hole in the side of a 
hill eight miles south of Jericho and the walls of skepticism 
regarding Old Testament reliability crumbled. The sound of shatter- 
ing pottery led to the discovery of 40,000 inscribed fragments from 
which more than 500 books were reconstructed, 

The Dead Sea Scrolls, “The greatest manuscript discovery of 
modern times,’ according to the dean of American Biblical 
Archaeologists, Dr. W. F. Albright of Johns Hopkins University, 
suddenly, miraculously, shoved the earliest Old Testament transla- 
tions back to 100-125 B.C. The chief importance of this magnificent 
find lies in its supporting the fidelity of the Old Testament. Of the 
155 words in Isaiah 53, for example, only seventeen letters are in 
question. Ten of these letters are simply a matter of spelling. Four 
more are minor stylistic changes, such as conjunctions. The 
remaining three letters comprise the word “light” which is added 
to verse 11 and does not affect the meaning greatly. (McDowell, 
p. 61) 

Papyrus, a kind of writing paper, was used in ancient days. 
Because of the lack of rainfall and the preservative nature of 
desert sands, literally tons of papyri were preserved and eventually 
excavated in Egypt. including portions of Scriptures. 

One benefit of papyrology was to establish the nature of 
grammar at the time of Christ. Some words, whose meanings were 
not clearly comprehended before, became understood. Critics of 
the Bible taught that many words in the New Testament were 
coined by the disciples since these words did not appear in 
classical Greek. But the discovery of papyri eventually showed that 
the New Testament Greek was simply the language used by 
people of the Roman World. 

Since the nature of grammar at the time of Christ had become 
known it became possible to prove that the books of the New 
Testament were written in the first century, a most important fact. 

A singularly important by-product of the papyri discovery was 
the finding of a fragment of the Book of John which is dated early 
second century. This is objective evidence, not resting on theologi- 
cal presuppositions. This evidence pushed the date of the Gospel 
of John back into the first century in order to allow time for the 
work to get into circulation, prompting Howard F. Vos to write, in 
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his book An Introduction to Bible Archaeology: 

The interval then between the dates of the original 
composition and the earliest extant evidence becomes so 
small as to be in fact negligible and the last foundation for 
any doubt that the Scriptures have come down to us 
substantially as they were written has now been removed. 
Both the authenticity and the general integrity of the books 
of the New Testament may be regarded as finally established. 
(p. 52, Vos) 

The ACLU’s strategy in Dayton, Tennessee, July 10 to July 21, 1925, 
was one of the heaping derogatory remarks and haughty sarcasm 
upon the credibility of the Bible in particular and Bible-believing 
Christians in general, while casting evolution dogma in light of 
scientific accreditation and intellectual respectability. Clarence 
Darrow was most vicious in his attacks on the devout Tennessee 
hill-folk, ridiculing the Bible at every point in his argumentation 
before the court—argumentation that went out across the land 
over the air waves of America’s first nationwide radio hook-up 
(WGN out of Chicago). Over 165,000 words a day were transmitted 
to eagerly awaiting newspapers by the one hundred reporters that 
descended on this small hill-country town. 

In arguing before the court (and the nation at large) about the 
demerits of the anti-evolution law the Tennessee legislature had 
passed, Darrow made the Bible the centerpiece of his attack on 
the one hand and Bible believers on the other. He offered no 
evidence or logic validating evolution but rather resorted to 
inflammatory rhetoric and character assassination. Those of us 
who follow closely today’s creation versus evolution controversy 
observe a similar pattern. Evolution dogma cannot stand up in the 
light of intensive scrutiny. By attacking the Bible and Bible 
believers, evolution dogmatists deceive the naive and keep the 
unsuspecting off guard. 

Darrow, on the second day of the trial, rightly defined the 
creation-evolution controversy as a “death struggle between two 
civilizations. “ (p. 74) The crying need of the hour is for the Christian 
Church to come to a realization of this truth. The creation-evolution 
controversy is a death struggle between two wholly antithetical 
world views, i.e., religious philosophies. With not even a whimper 
from the Christian Church, our school systems, print and TV media, 
political arena, Judicial realm have gone over to the enemy. With 
but a few notable exceptions, America is almost totally evolutionis- 
tic. Yet intellectual credibility—as we have been at pains to point 
out in our essays—rests with the Bible believer! 

The average Christian, and not too few Christian ministers, have 
failed to perceive that the dogma of evolution is an essential 
foundation for certain political aims: Marxism, Secular Humanism, 
Totalitarianism. To admit to creation would spell the death knell of 
these atheistic political systems. 
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